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Abstract

This reportprovidesa measureof relatively objectiveevaluationof ourATT-Metaapproachto conduct-
ing someof the reasoningneededin the understandingof metaphoricalutterances.The approachis
partially implementedin our ATT-Metasystem,althoughthereportdoesnot evaluatethesystemitself.
The approachandsystemarenot describedin detail here. The utterancesof most interestin this re-
port aremap-transcendingones: that is, onesthat reston metaphoricalviews (conceptualmetaphors)
thatarefamiliar to theunderstanderbut transcendtheviews by usingaspectsof thesource-domainthat
arenot handledby the between-domainmappingsthe metaphoricalviews involve. The evaluationof
the ATT-Meta approachin this reportconsistsof showing how the approachcould extract important
target-domaininformationfrom mundane,plausibly-map-transcendingmetaphoricalutterances(based
on familiar views) that arelisted in the author’s databankof real-discourseexamplesof metaphorfor
mentalstatesandprocesses.Thereportshows that theapproachsuccessfullyproduceswhattheauthor
claimsto be themainpiecesof informationconveyedby theexamples.Thereportalsovindicatesthe
ATT-Metastancethatmetaphoricalmappingsshouldby defaultnotbeextendedto copewith aspectsof
utterancesthatarethosemappingsdo not dealwith: rather, within-source-domainreasoningshouldbe
usedto link thoseaspectsto source-domainaspectsthatthosemappingsdodealwith.
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1 Intr oduction

Theaim of this reportis to provide a measureof objective evaluationof the“ATT-Meta” approachto con-
ductingsomeof the reasoningneededin the understandingof metaphoricalutterances.This approachis
partially implementedin the ATT-Metasystem.The approachandsystemwill not be describedin detail
here—thereaderis referredto otherpapers(Barndenetal., 1996;Barnden,1998a,b;Barnden& Lee,1999,
2001a).Thepresentreportis intendedasanadjunctto anothertechnicalreport(Barnden& Lee,2001a),
andalthoughthepresentoneis self-containedit is bestreadafterabsorbingthelesstechnicalportionsof the
otherreport.

Themetaphoricalutterancesof mostinterestin th ATT-MetaprojectareonesI call map-transcending:
they reston metaphoricalviews (conceptualmetaphors)thatarefamiliar to theunderstander, but transcend
them by using source-domainconceptsnot handledby the between-domainmappingsthe metaphorical
views involve. A possibleexampleis “McEnroestarvedConnorsto death”whenusedasa descriptionof
a tennismatch. A metaphoricalview of SPORT AS COMBAT might be familiar to theunderstander, and
thatview might mapcombat-domainconceptssuchaskilling to target-domainconceptssuchasdefeating.
However, the existing mappingmight not containany mappingrelationshipthat mapsthe source-domain
conceptof starvingsomeone.(I regarda mappingto beasetof mappingrelationships,eachof whichmaps
anaspectof thesourcedomainto anaspectof thetargetdomain.)

For map-transcendingutterancesbasedon familiar metaphoricalviews, the ATT-Meta approachad-
vocatespossibly-extensive inferencingin the termsof the sourcedomainof the metaphoricalview, while
avoiding asfar aspossibletheextensionof themappingsto dealwith themap-transcendingsource-domain
aspectsof theutterance.Map-extensionis regardedasanexceptionalactionundertakenonly whenspecial
needsof discourseunderstandingforceit to take place.

The source-domaininferencingis donein an attemptto derive, from the source-domainmeaningof
theutterance,informationthatcanbeconvertedby theexisting source-to-target mappinginto information
aboutthetargetdomain.Thesource-domaininferencingis donewithin a special,protectedcomputational
environmentI call a pretencecocoon. SeeFigure1. The cocooncanbe thoughtof heuristicallyas the
belief spaceof a hypotheticalagentwho believesthat thesource-domainmeaningof theutteranceis true.
This approachwill becomeclearerin the examplesanddiagramsbelow. In the above starvingexample,
the source-domainmeaningis that McEnroestarved Connorsto deathin the real, biological sense.The
inferencingwithin thecocooncanthenestablishthatMcEnroekilled Connors.Theexisting mappingcan
thenbeappliedto derive,in thetargetdomainandoutsidethecocoon,thehypothesisthatMcEnroedefeated
Connorsin thematch.Otherinferencescouldbemadewithin thecocoononthebasisof thedetailedform of
killing thatstarvingsomeoneconstitutes,andsomeresultinginferencesmightbemappedover to thetarget
domainby additionalexistingmappingrelationships.

Thereis a greatdealof understander-relativity in theATT-Metaapproachto metaphorunderstanding.
For onething, the questionof whethera metaphoricalview is familiar or not is an understander-relative
issue.However, unlessotherwiseindicatedI assumethat theparticularviews mentionedin this reportare
familiar to ordinaryEnglishspeakers. Theassumptionis basedpartly on thehigh frequency with which I
have observedsomeof theviews beingusedin mundanediscourse,partly on intuition, partly on claimsof
othermetaphortheoristssuchasLakoff asto whatviews areconventional(andasillustratedin compendia
suchastheMasterMetaphorList—Lakoff, 1994),andpartlyby looking in dictionariesfor thephraseology
usedin utterances.

Thereis furtherunderstander-relativity in thequestionof whatparticularmappingrelationshipsbetween
sourceandtargetareincludedin viewing somethingA assomethingB. For example,differentunderstanders
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maydiffer in detailonwhatametaphoricalview of IDEAS AS PLANTSamountsto. I have triedto include
in theview only thosesource/targetmappingrelationshipsthatseemto beneededin many examplesI have
encountered.

I alsoassumethatstockEnglishmetaphoricalphraseology(i.e.,phraseologythatis frequentlyoccurring
and quite fixed, suchas “see the problem”) usemetaphoricalviews that are familiar to typical English
understanders,andthat thesource-domainconceptsusedin thephraseologyaremappedby themappings,
sothatthephraseologydoesnotcountasmap-transcending.

Additionally, I will only considerexamplesin which themetaphoricityis plausiblynot sidelinedfor an
ordinaryEnglishspeaker. For example,anunderstandermighthaveasports-domainlexiconsensefor “kill, ”
sothathe/she/itcouldusethatsensein understandingthesentence“McEnroekilled Connors”in thetennis
context. Thiswouldcircumventtheneedto proceedvia asenseof kill in thebiologicalcombatdomainand
a mappingfrom thatdomainto thedomainof sport. Clearly, whetherthemetaphoricityof anutteranceis
sidelinedor not is againanunderstander-relative matter.1

Theevaluationof theATT-Metaapproachin this reportconsistsof showing how theapproachcouldex-
tract importanttarget-domaininformationfrom (simplifiedversionsof) plausibly-non-sidelined, plausibly-
map-transcendingmetaphoricalutterances(basedon familiar views) that arelisted in a databankof real-
discourseexamplesof metaphorfor mentalstatesandprocesses(Barnden,n.d.). Anotherconstrainton my
selectionof exampleswasthat I wantedthemto comefrom mundanediscourse,or at leastto be plausi-
ble candidatesfor mundanediscourse.By mundanediscourseI meandiscoursein conversations,popular
magazinearticles,popularnovels,news articles,popularsciencetexts andotherfactualtexts for wide con-
sumptionby thepublic.

TheATT-Metaapproachis not asit standsa specific,completemodelof metaphorunderstanding.It is
parametrizedby whatever views arefamiliar to a particularunderstander, what mappingrelationshipsare
includedin eachfamiliar view, andwhatdirect, lexicon sensestheunderstanderhasfor words. Thus,it is
importantto understandthat the purposeof this reportis not to establishthat any particularmetaphorical
views arefamiliar to typical understanders,that any particularmappingrelationshipsappearin particular
views, or that the metaphoricityin any particularexampleis not sidelinedfor typical understanders.The
purposeis to show that,givenparticulardecisionsaboutwhat is familiar, what is mappedandwhat is not
sidelined,theATT-Metaapproachcansucceedin drawing usefulinformationaboutthetargetdomainfrom
a metaphoricalutterance;and also to show that very little hasto be includedin the mappingsin order
to get greatability to draw out suchinformation. The lesssideliningwe assumeandthe fewer mapping
relationshipswe includein ametaphoricalview, themorethepowerof theapproachis demonstrated.

I believe thediscussionof the individual examplesbelow coversthemain informationalcontributions
that the examplesmake concerningthe target domainsof the utterances.In mostcasesI doubt that the
suggestedinformationalcontributionsarecontroversial.

The planof the restof the reportis asfollows. Section2 summarizesan importantadditionalfeature
of the treatmentof source/target mappingsin the ATT-Meta approach. Section3 explains why certain
metaphoricalviews in the databankarenot coveredin the presentreport. Section4 appliesATT-Meta to
onedatabankexamplefor eachview covered.Section5 summarizestheperformanceof theapproachonthe
examples.

The implementedATT-Meta systemhasnot beenappliedto the examplesin this report. However,
Lee& Barnden(2001)evaluatethesystemitself, aswell astheapproach,by applyingit to real-discourse
utterancesbasedonmostof themetaphoricalviewsaboutmentalstate/processesthatarelistedin theMaster

1Observethatwecanstill regard“McEnroekilled Connors”asbeingmetaphoricalfor theunderstanderaslongasthebiological-
combat-domainrouteis in principleavailableto theunderstander.
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MetaphorList (Lakoff, 1994). Seealso Barnden& Lee (2001a,b)for detaileddescriptionsof how the
implementedsystemitself workson somesimplifiedreal-discourseexamplesfrom thedatabank.Barnden
(2001)evaluatestheapproach(but againnot thesystem)by applyingit to selectedexamplesfrom Goatly’s
(1997)comprehensive, detailedsurvey of typesof metaphoricallanguage.Althoughtheexamplesin these
variouspapers,exceptthelast,concentrateon metaphorof mind, theapproachis in noway limited to such
metaphor.

2 View-Neutral Mapping Adjuncts

Barnden& Lee(2001a)specifyvariousview-neutral mappingadjuncts(VNMAs). Theseprovideadditional
mappingrelationshipsthat apply, by default, whatever particularmetaphoricalview is at hand. They are
parasiticon otherthingsthataremapped,in thesensethatthey areall of theform: if such-and-suchthings
aremappedfrom thepretenceinto realityspace,thenalsosuch-and-suchthingsaremapped.

Oneof thesimplestVNMAs is theNegationVNMA, which statesthatif a within-pretenceproposition
Pis mappedinto realityspaceto becomeapropositionR there,thenthenegationof Pis alsomapped,andis
mappedto thenegationof R. For example,if thepropositionthatMcEnroekilled Connorsis mappedto the
propositionthathedefeatedConnors,then,by virtueof theVNMA, theview alsomapsthepropositionthat
McEnroedid not kill Connorsto thepropositionthathedid not defeatConnors.Relatedly, theQualitative
DegreeVNMA mapsidenticallythequalitative degreeto whichpropertiesandrelationshipshold.

TheCausation/AbilityVNMA identicallymapspropertiesandrelationshipssuchascausation,enable-
ment,disenablement,ability, assitance,hindranceandeasiness.For example,considerthewithin-pretence
propositionthat McEnroe’s combatactionsenabledMcEnroeto kill Connorseasily. If the metaphorical
view mapscombatactionsto tennisactionsandkilling to defeating,thenthis propositionis mappedto the
propositionin reality-spacethatMcEnroe’s tennisactionsenabledMcEnroeto defeatConnorseasily.

TheChange VNMA mapsa changeevent thatappliesto somewithin-pretencestateto a changeevent
applyingto thecorrespondingreality-spacestateif any. TheEvent-ShapeVNMA identicallymapsaspectual
featuresof events/situations/processes in thepretence,suchaswhetherthey have a startor end,or arein-
termittent,to correspondingevents/situations/processesif any in therealityspace.TheTime-OrderVNMA
identicallymapsthetimeorderof eventsin thepretence.TheDurationVNMA identicallymapsqualitative
durationsof events.

TheMental/EmotionalStatesVNMA mapsthemental/emotionalstatesof within-pretenceagentsover
to mental/emotionalstatesof correspondingreality-spaceagents,if any. Thementalattitude(e.g.belief)or
thequality of theemotion(e.g. anger)is preserved,but thepropositionalcontent,if any, maybemodified
by othermappingrelationships.TheValue-JudgmentVNMA identicallymapsvalue-judgments(e.g.by the
understander)aboutwithin-pretencehypotheses.

TheFunctionVNMA identicallymapsthefunctions(i.e.,purposesserved)of entities.

FurtherVNMAs andmorerefineddescriptionsaregiven in Barnden& Lee(2001a).Our VNMAs are
inspiredin partby, but aredifferentfrom,postulatesaboutmappingputforwardby otherauthors,asdetailed
in Barnden& Lee(2001a).

4



3 Choiceof Metaphorical Viewsand Examples

Barnden& Lee(2001a,b)give detailedapplicationsof theATT-Metaapproach,andindeedtheATT-Meta
systemitself, to examplesthatusethemetaphoricalviews of MIND AS PHYSICAL SPACE,IDEAS (OR
EMOTIONS)AS PHYSICAL OBJECTS,andMIND PARTSAS PERSONS(OROTHERANIMATE BE-
INGS). Thesearethreeof the main metaphoricalviews in the databank.I thereforeomit themfrom the
presentreport.

Also, Barnden& Lee (2001a,b)addressthe very commonlyusedview IDEAS AS INTERNAL UT-
TERANCESto someextent. I omit furtherdiscussionof this view in thepresentreportbecausethereare
complexities of analysis(Barnden,1997)thatdeserve a lengthiertreatmentthanis appropriatehere.

I omit discussionof variousotherviews,asfollows:

� MIND AS WORLD-DEFINER:

again,becauseof complexities of analysis

� EMOTIONAL-MIND AS PHYSICAL SPACE:

becausetheconsiderationsaresimilar to thosefor MIND AS PHYSICAL SPACE

� IDEAS AS EXTERNAL UTTERANCES:

becausethedatabankcontainsfew examplesof it andI amnot confidentthat it would befamiliar to
understanders

� IDEAS AS SHARABLE COMMODITIES:

becausethedatabankcontainsonly two examplesof it andandthey do not exhibit interestingmap-
transcendence

� COGNIZINGAS INTERACTING WITH NON-MENTAL ENTITIES:

becausethe examplesin the databankmerely use stock phraseologyand are thereforenot map-
transcending.

I alsoomit theexamplesin theMiscellaneousMetaphorssectionof thedatabank.Thatleavestheremaining
metaphoricalviews for discussion:

IDEAS AS POSSESSIONS

IDEAS AS PERSONSOROTHERANIMATE BEINGS

IDEAS AS EXTERNAL ENTITIES

COGNIZINGAS SEEING

MIND AS ANIMATE BEING ORLIVING BODY

MIND AS [INANIMATE] PHYSICAL OBJECT

Wewill take thesein theorderlisted.
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4 Treatmentof the ChosenExamples

For eachview I have chosenanexampleof intermediaterichness,complexity anddifficulty. Thesimplest
examplesin thedatabankfor agivenview aretypically justusesof stockphraseology, andI assumethatthe
utterancesarethereforenotmap-transcendinganddonotinterestinglyexercisetheATT-Metaapproach.The
mostcomplex examplesaretypically veryelaborateonesin refinedliteraryworks,whereasfor thepurposes
of this reportI ammoreinterestedin mundanediscourse.

For eachexamplethere is a Figure at the end of the report depictingthe computationalprocessing
sketchedin thetext.

4.1 IdeasasPossessions

I’ve inheritedhis thoughtsandideas.But I’ve gotsome[thoughts/ideas]of my own.

�
Thiswassaidby thenew managerof afootballclub,and“his” refersto thepreviousmanager.� 2

I assumethatpossessionof an ideamapsto bothentertainmentof the ideaand(whenthe ideais a propo-
sition) to believing it. Thelattercouldbedefeatedin a particularcaseby additionalknowledgeevenif the
formeris not,but I will assumeherethatit is notdefeated.

SeeFigure2. Theunderstandercaninfer in thepretencecocoon,usingsimplesource-domainknowledge
aboutinheritance,that the new managerhasgainedpossessionof the (thoughtsand) ideas. But gain of
possessionmapsto starting to entertainandnormally startingto believe the idea,becauseof the Event-
ShapeVNMA. Therefore,theapproachcanproducewhatis clearlythemaininformationalcontribution of
thefirst sentencein theexample.

Prototypically, when one inherits somethingfrom someone,the latter personhasdied. Being dead
impliesbeingdefunctin one’spreviousrelevantrole (thatof parent,say),andthereforeby theFunctionand
NegationVNMAs, thesystemcaninfer in our examplethat theold manageris now defunctasregardshis
previousrelevantrole (thatof beingamanagerof theclub in question).

Thereisafurtherinformationalcontributionthatshouldbediscussed.Supposethatin thesource-domain
of possessionit is thecasethat if X inheritsY from Z then,usually, Z believed that this would happenor
intendedit to happen. Then, the ATT-Meta approachcould defeasiblyinfer in the pretencecocoonthat
theold football managerbelieved that thenew managerwould inherit his ideas,or intendedhim to do so.
Therefore,by the MentalStatesVNMA, it follows with somedegreeof uncertaintythat the old manager
believed or intendedthat thenew onewould entertain/believe his (the old manager’s) ideas. It strikesme
thatthiswouldbea reasonableinference.It is, of course,defeasible.

Finally, theword “inherit” couldbeclaimedto suggestthatthenew managerhadsomespecialrelation-
ship to the old one,asa metaphorical“son” perhaps.The new onemay have learneda lot from or have
beentrainedby the old one. The inferring of a specialrelationshipof this sort would not arisefrom the
IDEAS AS POSSESSIONSmappingtogetherwith VNMAs. However, it would ariseif theunderstander
alsopossesseda metaphoricalview of PUPIL AS CLOSEDEPENDANT (usinga broadsenseof pupil). If
it wereinferredin thepretencecocoonthatthenew managerwasaclosedependantof theold, thenit could
beinferredthatin realityspacehewastheold one’s pupil.

2BBC Radio4: interview during“Today”newsprogramme,2 March1995.
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4.2 IdeasasPersonsor Other Animate Beings

(2) But [Sara]couldn’t look at the whole [mental] image—justjigsaw piecesof it. Shesaw
their mouths,hungryandafraid,but thenher thoughtspanickedandranaway. [“Their” refers
to Saraanda friend,not to thejigsaw pieces.]3

In thesecondsentence,theclausestartingat “but then” usesa familiar view of IDEAS AS PERSONSOR
OTHER ANIMATE BEINGS.(Thepart beforethis clauseis a very interestingexampleof metaphor, but
too complex to commenton here.)I assumethatanaspectof IDEAS AS PERSONSOR ... is thatphysical
closenessof theidea-qua-personto theagentmapsto theagententertainingtheidea.

SeeFigure3. The“ranaway” implies,bysource-domainreasoning,thattherewasclosenessbut it ended.
So,by thejust-mentionedmappingtogetherwith theEvent-ShapeVNMA, thepersonwasentertainingthe
ideabut thenceasedto. Therapidity of therunningevent itself impliesrapidity of thecloseness-cessation
in thesourcedomain,andthis rapidity would alsomapto rapidity of thecessationof mentalentertaining,
by theDurationVNMA.

The questionof the panicis moresubtleanddifficult. It is not clearwhetherit is appropriatefor the
understanderto infer thattheagentherselfpanicked. If it is, our approachprovidesno immediatebasisfor
theinference.Thisis becausethethoughtsdonotthemselvesmapto any agent,preventingtheMentalStates
VNMA cominginto playandallowing thepanicof thethoughtsto bemapped.It is possiblethattheroleof
thepanickingis actuallypurelyto stress,within thepretence,theurgency andrapidityof therunning-away.
This extra rapidity would becarriedover by theDurationVNMA applicationalreadymentioned.Urgency
is avaluejudgment,andcouldthereforebemappedby theValue-JudgmentVNMA.

I wouldalsoclaimthat“panickedandranaway” couldbetreatedasaunitaryevent(albeitwith two sub-
events),correspondingto somesingleunanalyzedmentalevent in the targetdomain,given thatpanicking
andrunningawaycommonlygotogetherin ordinaryexperience.Thereis noneedto postulatetwo different
eventsin the target domain,correspondingto two eventsin the sourcedomain. However, the issuetakes
us into the differentareaof how eventsimplied by naturallanguageutterancesare to be individuated,a
difficulty thatis notpeculiarto metaphoricalconcerns.

4.3 IdeasasExternal Entities

In theprevioussubsection,weimplicitly treatedtheideasasanimatebeingsexternalto theagentandrunning
away from her (thougha morecomplex analysiswould have beenthat they wererunningin a mind-qua-
physical-spaceaway from the person’s consciousself). Thereforewe weretreatingthe exampleasusing
alsothe moregeneralmetaphoricalview of IDEAS AS EXTERNAL ENTITIES. The externalentitiesin
this view areusuallybut not necessarilyphysicalobjects.Themappingrelationshipused,in theprevious
subsection,betweenphysicalclosenessandmentalentertainmentof anideais inheritedfrom this view. An
inanimateexampleof themoregeneralview is:

I set the notion aside,but I hada feeling it wasgoing to stick to me with a certainburrlike
tenacity.4

SeeFigure4. A physicalobjectthatis stickingto a personis asa resultcloseto theperson,by default,and
hindersbeingremoved. Theburr-like tenacityservesto emphasizethis hindranceandthelongevity of the

3Patti Davis, Bondage, p.128.New York: Pocket Books(Simon& Schuster),1994.Popularnovel.
4SueGrafton,I is for Innocent,p.182.London:PenguinBooks,1993.Populardetective novel.
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sticking.Thelongevity andresistancecouldbemappedby theDurationandCausationVNMAs. But since
thestickingis actuallyreportedin thefuturetenseandalsowithin “a feeling” of theperson,wealsoneedto
exploit theMentalStatesVNMA. Thenwe getthe informationalcontribution that thepersonhasa feeling
that sheis going to be consciouslyconsideringthe notion for a long time andthat the notion will hinder
attemptsto stopthisentertaining.

4.4 CognizingasSeeing

It was difficult to concentrate.Someonehad turnedthe dials up and the whole room was
writhing with cloudsof steam,swirling in [Matthew’s] eyes,hismind.5

Becausesteamis saidto beswirling in Matthew’s mind, his mind is beingviewedby meansof MIND AS
PHYSICAL SPACE.It is commonfor thisview to becombinedwith a form of COGNIZINGAS SEEING,
wherewhatis seenis mentalimagesinsidethemind-space.In this form of COGNIZINGAS SEEINGthe
seeingis mappedto consciousconsiderationof thesituationsdepictedby theimages.The“seeing”within
theagent’smindis (I claim)doneby theagent’sconsciousself. Thisimaginaryperson-like entity is claimed
by Barnden& Lee(2001a)to beimplicatedin many usesof MIND AS PHYSICAL SPACE,whetheror not
they alsoinvolve seeingwithin thespace.

For the presentexample,secondsentence,the understandercaninfer within the pretencecocoonthat
the steampreventsthe consciousself beingable to seeproperly. SeeFigure5. Thus,by the Causation
VNMA, theunderstandercanobtaintheinformationalcontribution thatthesteampreventsproperconscious
consideration(of thestatesof affairsat issuein thesurroundingcontext).

Notice alsothat this informationalcontribution is an elaborationof the previous statementin the dis-
coursethat theagentfound it difficult to concentrate.Sinceelaborationis a commondiscourse-coherence
relation(Hobbs,1985),wehaveagoodexamplehereof how onesentence(thefirst) couldsuggestareason-
ing goalfor guidingtheproductionof informationalcontributionsfrom another(thesecond).This is in line
with thediscourse-query-directed aspectof theATT-Metaapproachasexpressedin Barnden& Lee(2001a).

4.5 Mind asAnimate Beingor Li ving Body

[Rose]thought,[Gerard]is sick,heis sick,heis poisonedby thosethoughts,by thoseterrible
thoughts.6

This usesthe familiar view of MIND AS ANIMATE BEING OR LIVING BODY. If we assumethat this
mapsbodily functioningto mentalfunctioning,thentheCausation,ChangeandValue-JudgmentVNMAs
will mapa causationof undesirablemodificationof bodily functioningto causationof undesirablemodifi-
cationof mentalfunctioning. SeeFigure6. Thesource-domainreasoningconsistsof inferring causation,
by theterriblethoughts,of undesirablemodificationof thebodily functioningfrom thepoisoning.Finally,
the sentenceis aboutRose’s thoughtaboutGerard’s state,not directly abouthis state. The Mental States
VNMA servesto enablethe wrappingof everythingwithin the pretencecocoonwithin a “Rosethought”
layerto becarriedover to reality-space.

5WendyPerriam,Bornof Woman,p.129.London:Flamingo(HarperCollins),1993.Popular/literarynovel.
6Iris Murdoch,TheBookand theBrotherhood,p.483. London: PenguinBooks,1988. Italics in original. Literary novel, but

passagecouldbein mundanetext by my estimation.
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4.6 Mind asPhysicalObject—Other Cases

It wasonly momentumthatkeptAlice’s gearsof thoughtandanalysisgrindingpastany practi-
calapplication.7

Thisusesthefamiliarview of MIND AS MACHINE,whichis aspecialcaseof MIND AS PHYSICALOB-
JECT. I assumethatonemaininformationalcontribution,arisingfrom “momentum,” is thatAlice’s thinking
activity up to therelevantpoint in timecausedherto continuethinking (withoutpracticalapplication).

SeeFigure 7. Source-domainreasoningleadsto the conclusionthat Alice’s mind-machinekept on
goingbut againsttheresistanceof thegear-grinding. Thecauseof this wasthe“momentum.” This implies
that themachine’s runningup to this point is thecauseof thecontinuedrunning. I assumethat,underthe
metaphoricalview, runningof the machinemapsto mentalfunctioning. Thenwith the aid of the Event-
ShapeandCausationVNMAs wegetthementionedinformationalcontribution.

Also, thegear-grindingsuggestsin thesourcedomainthatthemachineis tendingto stop.Thistendency
mapsto a tendency of Alice’s mind to stopfunctioning,becauseof theEvent-ShapeVNMA.

5 Conclusion

Thereport,in combinationwith others(Barnden& Lee,2001a,b),hasshown that theATT-Metaapproach
canderive, at least,whatarearguablythemostimportantinformationalcontributionsfrom real-discourse
metaphorexamplesbasedon the most commonly-usedmetaphoricalviews representedin the databank
(Barnden,n.d.).

Theevaluationwasrestrictedtomundane(oratleastpotentiallymundane),non-sidelined,map-transcending
utterancesbasedon familiar metaphoricalviews, astheseutterancesarethe main target of the ATT-Meta
approach.Clearly, asI have treatedonly oneexampleperview in this report,andasI donot claim thatthe
databankis statisticallyrepresentative in any case,theevaluationis limited andmerelysuggestive, but the
obvious wide diversity of contentof theexamplesprovidesa measureof assurancethat the approachis a
promisingonein general.

In particular, thereportgivessuggestive groundsfor supposingthattheATT-Metaapproach’s defaultof
trying not to domap-extensionis on theright track.Theinformationextractedfrom theexampleutterances
did not requireany map-extension,eventhoughthemappingrelationshipsthatareassumedto form partof
themetaphoricalviews involvedin theutterancesareextremelylimited in number.

Thereportdid notneedto gobeyondtheparticularview-neutralmappingadjunctssuggestedin Barnden
& Lee(2001a).In fact,thepresentreportdid notneedthewholesetincludedthereon theoreticalgrounds.
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Figure1: General nature of reasoningin the ATT-Meta approach. The bold box shows the pretence
cocoon.Bold arrows show theactionof mappingrelationships,betweensource-domaininformationin the
pretencecocoonandtarget-domaininformationin reality. (Target-to-sourcemappingactionsareallowedin
theapproach,for reasonsexplainedin Barnden,in press.An exampleoccursin Barnden(2001:Figure10).)
Otherarrows,apartfrom theoneat thetop,show reasoningactionswithin realityor within thepretence.



VNMAs

K�L#MON%P+Q,LSRTP+UAV+WTQYX%Z\[

] RT^+QYRTP+UARTXA_%P`RTN%P`a+^ ] P+b

cScSd N%P`M%P�efZA^+M%^hg�P+QjiTKlk�N%^ ] LSM%N%P+Q,LSRmPnU ] XOZAPoLSU%P+^ ] iTV k�WmQ,X%Z\RTN%P`X%pSUAZA^+MO^qg�PnQriT[�ktsvuSu

[wMOX�exU%P+^+U

[wMOX�exU%P+Wmy%M%a+R

] RT^+Q,RTP+UARTXA_OPoRmN%P`an^ ] P+b

[wM%X�efU%P+WTy%MOa+RVNMAs

K3z�X ]+] P ]+] LSM{g|V K�_%P+pSLSPl}hLSM~g|V

K�e�^ ] a+pSX ] P`U%Phz�P+M%U%^+M%R%X%WO[ K�e�^ ] z�y~z�LSp+X%W%[

�j�B� d �jK��B����[��B[�[�K

Figure2: IdeasasPossessions.TheFootball Inheritance. In thisandlaterfigures,amappingarrow labelled
VNMA or VNMAs shows the actionof oneor moreview-neutralmappingadjuncts. A mappingarrow
markedwith a circle shows theactionof a mappingrelationshipspecificto a particularmetaphoricalview,
hereIDEAS AS POSSESSIONSor PUPIL AS CLOSEDEPENDANT. The source-basedmeaningof the
utteranceis shown in asmallboxnearthetopof thediagram.Thepropositionswithin thecocoonboxandto
its right areEnglishglossesof expressionsin someinternalrepresentationschemeusedby theunderstander.
Tensein theEnglishglossesis actuallyhandledby theTime-OrderVNMA (togetherwith identitymapping
of thepresenttimepoint). Therefore,themappingarrowsmarkedby acircleasview-specificoftenrepresent
in actualitythecombinedoperationof aview-specificmappingrelationshipandtheTime-OrderVNMA. In
thefiguresonly aselectionof thepossiblepropositionsandinferentiallinks areshown.
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